Make It (1946) as the first exhibition dedicated to the 'cross-class' modern home. Here, architect Basil Spence presented the modern kitchen as a room for family living, indicating the beginning of change in social attitudes towards Victorian codes of use (Jeremiah, 2000) , which were still 'broken only under some strong imperative' (Ravetz & Turkington, 1995, p.149) . Therefore, the 'cross-class' ideal of modern domesticity (although originated before the second world war) was a dream rather than a reality for a significant number of households in the early 1960s (Langhamer, 2005) . Nevertheless, alongside home exhibitions, post-war housing manuals addressed people's domestic dreams by featuring the fundamental spatial ambitions of modernity, namely having a modern kitchen; and having two main rooms.
Women's mass access to paid work, and the disappearance of servants in the middle-class home, were the main factors that contributed to the popularity of the modern kitchen for both middle-class and working-class households (Freeman, 2004; Johnson, 2006) . Housing manuals indicated its social acceptance with the introduction of the term 'working kitchen' (Ministry of Health, 1944; Ministry of Health and Ministry of Works, 1949) , a dual space 'for light meals as well as cooking' (Llewellyn, 2004a, p.51) . As the Victorian 'kitchen' represented a space of inferior status for laundry, food preparation, women and servants (Tuan, 1974) , where eating was socially unacceptable (Gray & Russell, 1962) ; earlier manuals (Local Government Board, 1918) had not used the middle-class term 'kitchen' for working-class housing.
Labelling in housing manuals evidenced the emergence of the 'cross-class' ideal, as the Victorian classed terms 'kitchen' and 'parlour' gave way to the classless terms 'working kitchen', 'dining room' and 'living room'. Although the formal Victorian 'dining room' belonged to 'middle-class and "gentry" class houses' (Markus & Cameron, 2002, p.49) , its modern iteration appeared by itself or in an open-plan arrangement: 'dining room', 'dining-kitchen', or 'living-dining room' (Ministry of Health, 1944; Ministry of Health & Ministry of Works, 1949) . As a consequence of the growing presence of leisure in the working-class and middle-class home, and the subsequent need for individual space (Ministry of Housing & Local Government, 1961) , the 'living room' and 'dining room' offered space where individuals could withdraw from the family (Burnett, 1978; Chapman, 1998; Ravetz & Turkington, 1995) .
Modern domesticity has been theorised within the British trend towards privatised lifestyles (Tomlinson, 1989; Zweig, 1961) , and the conceptualization of home as relaxation (Ravetz & Turkington, 1995) , which resulted from societal change and rising 'affluence' (Langhamer, 2005, p.351; Galbraith, 1969) . Originated before the war, modernity steadily superseded the 'classed' and spatially segregated Victorian home (Forty, 1986; Hepworth, 1999; Markus & Cameron, 2002; Morley, 2000; Murdoch, 1986; Muthesius, 1982; Worsdall, 1989) As Claremont Court included communal laundries, kitchens were designed around two work centres: a sink under the high-sill window (facing the open deck access); and a cooker and water-heater. They featured space for a table near the door, and a hatch serving the living-dining room. In doing this, Spence placed the kitchen at the centre of the discourse of modernity, challenging well-established associations between 'back' and 'front' (Johnson, 2006) . Narratives of 'operational efficiency' (Meah, 2016, p.43) , and a process of 'aestheticization' (Hand & Shove, 2004, p.243) freed the kitchen from the 'back' (Forty, 1986; Sparke, 1995) and made it a streamlined space that could be linked to the living area (Cieraad, 2002; Matrix, 1984) . Merging interior spaces was 'an often-used device by Modern architects' (Llewellyn, 2004a, p.54) , which allowed the connection between kitchen and other rooms. Either theorised as indicator of efficient 'home management' (Woodham, 2004; Partington, 1995; Jeremiah, 2000) , or as indicator of gendered space (Attfield, 1989; Johnson, 2006; Lloyd & Johnson, 2004) , in spatial terms, the modern kitchen 'broke the traditional correlation of 'front' with public display of status ' (Attfield, 1989, p. 217 (Curtis, 1982; Brindley, 1999) , such attack initiated the conceptual turn from 'status to function' (Ravetz & Turkington, 1995, p.166 ) that eventually permeated housing manuals in the mid-twentieth century. Scottish policymakers openly criticised the distinction between 'front' and 'back' elevations, and urged designers to consider sunlight, outlook, or privacy and access needs instead (Department of Health for Scotland, 1956 ).
Such reading of Claremont Court as 'model home' of modern domesticity, which precedes our exploration of the domestic experiences of five mixed-class households in Claremont Court, grants certain alignment with literature on the reception of the modern domestic ideal (Attfield, 1989 (Attfield, , 2002 Clarke, 2001; Llewellyn, 2004b; Miller, 2001a; 2001b; . However, our focus is located on the reciprocal spatiality of such reception, and on how this reception is modulated according to the architectural affordances of the 'model home'.
Methodology.
This empirical study is based on research undertaken in 2016-7, which was primarily aimed at elucidating how current residents of Claremont Court spatially negotiate the modern 'model home'. The emphasis was placed on how home is spatially afforded by architecture.
Initial contact with residents was made through Claremont Court Residents
Association in 2015, before inviting all sixty-three households by letter to participate in the study. Using a snow-balling technique we asked participants to introduce us to other residents. The sample consisted of seventeen participants from twelve households. In order to protect the participants' anonymity, pseudonyms were used. The research was In the fourth household, we find Isla, a middle-class single woman in her early thirties who works in support services. She bought this maisonette nine years ago.
Downstairs includes the kitchen and what she calls a 'modern reception' and a 'lounge'.
The original 'bedroom 1' is her bedroom; she occasionally rents 'bedroom 2' to a lodger [ Figure 4 ].
In the fifth household, we find Kath and Gordon, a middle-aged working-class couple, and their daughter Niamh. This maisonette has been their family home for twenty-six years, where they brought up their two daughters. Gordon is a manual worker and Kath is the homemaker; they were originally council tenants, but they bought their maisonette eight years ago. Downstairs includes a 'kitchen-dining room' and a 'living room'. Upstairs, 'bedroom 1' is their master bedroom, and 'bedroom 2' is Niamh's bedroom [ Figure 5 ].
We explored the domestic experiences of these households in a twofold approach: first, we used visual methods (contextual mappings and visual narratives) to trace meaning by observing the 'arrangement' of domestic objects and furniture (Rapoport, 1982, p.23 
The multifunctional kitchen
Domestic experiences in Claremont Court show that kitchens are used for eating, cooking, socializing, or even gardening (Isla). The residents' inclination to spend time in this room supports current understandings of the kitchen as a space for living and sociability (Hand & Shove, 2004) . Stuenkel (2005) relates the increasing commodification and outsourcing of food to the renewed perception of cooking as a sporadic and pleasurable activity instead of a daily domestic obligation. As a result, cooking and eating can be felt as leisure and sociable activities with ambitions of 'visibility and applause ' (Cieraad, 2002, p.263) .
These ambitions trigger the desire for a kitchen-dining room. For Nicola and David, this has been a compromise 'with the kitchen 'cause we did want like a big kitchen diner area which obviously this doesn't have', making them use the living room as dining room instead [ Figure 1 ]. This desire is echoed by Neil, for whom a dining area next to the kitchen would have been ideal.
Releasing the kitchen from the 'back' and making it a sociable space has been theorised as the process of 'becoming 'at home' in the kitchen' (Hand & Shove, 2004, p.252) , that involves reconsidering what the room is for. The kitchen offers a more informal setting to display domestic objects than the living room (Freeman, 2004) , and also a less formal room for entertainment (Dovey, 1994) . When the kitchen becomes a sociable space in its own right, the need for a serving hatch is questionable. In Claremont Court, the serving hatch appears blocked (Nicola and David; Ewan; Kath and Gordon) or unused for serving food; instead, they have decorated it with plants (Isla, Figure 4 ), or family photographs (Karen and Neil). Only Isla keeps the open hatch, which she describes as one of her 'favourite things', as it allows conversation to flow when she entertains guests.
Our findings support Freeman's claim that the ideal of the kitchen as 'the heart of the home' (2004, p.159) still permeates our culture; however, it now encompasses domestic duties, leisure pursuits and the expression of family unity (Hand, Shove & Southerton, 2007; Freeman, 2004) . The kitchen as domestic centre is epitomised by gathering around a central dining table; however, the small size of Claremont Court's working kitchen can be felt to preclude the realization of this ideal (Nicola and David) or urge residents to re-arrange the layout of the kitchen. Kath says that her family gathers in the kitchen at mealtimes; for that reason, they blocked the serving hatch and rearranged the kitchen units so they could place the table under the high-sill window [ Figure 5 ]. In doing so, they broke the strategic visual links of the modern kitchen, where the female gaze could supervise entrance and living-room (Johnson, 2006) 
The open-plan living-dining room
The desire for a formal room for sociability, and a relaxed private room is apparent in Claremont Court homes (Karen and Neil; Nicola and David; Isla). However, this desire is spatially articulated in various ways, to the extent that a room originally designed as 'bedroom' can be appropriated into something else (Nicola and David; Isla). Nicola and David have made one of the bedrooms into their 'living room' [ Figure 1] . This is what they call the 'chill out zone', while they remind us that the room with a central round Similarly, Isla's bedroom [ Figure 4 ] becomes bedroom and private living-room, where she reads or does yoga. This grants Isla enough privacy despite sharing her maisonette with a lodger, and echoes Allan and Crow's claim that domestic privacy hinges on the 'power to exclude others ' (1989, p.4) and restrict access to privileged ones (Morgan, 1985) , rather than exclusivity. But this also shows that the home 'is not a singular uniform space' (Reimer & Leslie, 2004, p.201) where micro-geographies can conflict with mainstream housing design , usually aimed at nuclear families.
In Karen and Neil's maisonette, we find that although the open-plan character of the original 'living-dining room' has been lost, their actual 'living room' has a dual nature, both public room and family room. This duality is perceived by Karen and Neil as a strain, as something imposed by a lack of space that forces them to use 'time zoning' (Ravetz & Turkington, 1995, p.167) as a device to allow the public-private duality to materialise (work, entertaining; or relaxation and play…) [ Figure 3 ]. Darke (1996) relates the problematic nature of the dual living room to residents' struggle to keep the neatness of a formal room and relax at the same time. Madigan and Munro add that this may result in the residents' internalisation of high standards of neatness, and in them perceiving the public and private 'to coincide ' (1999, p. 69) .
A consequence of merging public and private, is that the dual living room becomes the site for developing home identities through domestic relations, and also, the interface with the outside world. Theorised as the domestic 'transactional space' (Money, 2007, p.357) , this is a place where friction may result under the current general belief that 'individual 'self-fulfilment' for all members of the family is vital within the communion of the family' (Chapman, 1999, p.52) . Originally imagined as a representation of harmonious family life, Claremont Court's open-plan living-rooms expose individual geographies, thus echoing work that challenges the dominant construction of 'home' as family unit (Morley, 2000) .
Even within the family unit, individual geographies entail individual boundaries.
While Mia has her own room, her parents, Karen and Neil, share public space is a similar manner to most middle-class families. According to Munro and Madigan (1999) , this results in parents feeling forced to suppress their own individual privacy needs in order to maintain home values. However, in a domestic environment of individual voices, relaxing together in the living room involves stabilizing conflicts of choice, thus also indicating a conscious decision to 'be together'. Kath and Gordon's maisonette shows a television set in each room [ Figure 5 ]; now that Niamh does not share her bedroom with her sister, watching television in the living-room means quality family time.
Alongside dual living rooms, we find Claremont Court's 'living-dining rooms' re-imagined as spaces of relaxation. Ewan decorated the maisonette many times, and although he blocked the serving hatch [ Figure 2 ]; if he owned the maisonette, he would remove the partition between kitchen and living-room. Interestingly, despite having arranged his living room as an informal space centred around the television, Ewan wishes he could look out into the landscaped courtyard from the kitchen; as he says, the 'are tremendous'. Living by himself, the desire of an open 'informal living area' is driven by the idea that the kitchen would be more used if, rather than enclosed, it was associated to the 'informal' domestic centre that his living room constitutes.
The turn from status to function: function-led architectural design. 
